APPENDIX C

BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT
of

Effectsto Threatened and Endangered Species

from

Proposed Management Changesin
Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV)
Area Designations

on

Public Lands Administered by the

Bureau of Land Management and

Forest Service Northern Region in
Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota

December 6, 2000

221



Prepared by:

/s Tad Day

Tad Day, Wildlife Biologist
Bureau of Land Management

Reviewed by:
/9 Betty Charnon /sl Seve Shelly
Betty Charnon, Ecologist Steve Shelly, Botanist
Forest Service Forest Service

/s Richard P. Kramer

Richard P. Kramer, Fisheries Biologist
Forest Service

222



TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...ttt sttt sttt se e sesbe b et se s bebese e s £t eseaese e e b e mesessebebeaeasseebene e sesbabanesentas 225
CONSUITBLION HISLOY ...ttt ettt b e b st b e e bbbt a et bbb et b et e b et b et et e b e 225
SPECIES CONSIAEIEA ...ttt ettt b e b st b e e bbbt e h e bt b et b et b et e b et b e et e b e 225
SUMMarY Of POLENLIAl EFfECES ..ottt 226
Effects Determination DY SPECIES ..o bbbttt 226
SUMMErY Of EffECISTO SPECIES ....c.ecviieeeiieeereee ettt 231
BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT ......cutiiiiitetiteereeteiesesestesesesestesesesesesseseesesseseesessesesensssssasensssssesanesessesesensasssssesessssssesansasasns 232
PUIMPOSE NGO INBE ...t b e b E bbb bbbt b et et e b e 232
Proposed Action - FEIS Alternative 5 (Preferred AITEINELIVE) .........ccveiiirinrieees e 232
SPECIES EVBIUBLIONS ...ttt ettt b e e b e e b e bbb e et b et bt b et b et bt b e e b e b e 234
SUMMErY Of EffECISTO SPECIES ... bbbttt 242
LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS.......ccuttititetetttaereeteieaereetesesesesteseseaesessesessessesesesessesasensssesasensssssesanssessesesensasssesesesssssesansasasns 242
REFERENGCES ... oottt sttt sttt st ese s sesee bt se et b e st e e s e et es e st se e b e b2 st se b e b e ReaesE A e b eaesEaeebeRe et s e e b e b eaeas e esese s senbebeneaeneas 243
GLOSSARY OF TERMS..... .ottt sttt e ste s st seebeseaeseseeseseaeseebeb et s e e bebere s seebeseneseebebaneaesbebasenesessesaneaes 244

223



224



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Federal agenciesarerequired to comply with provisions of
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA).
Thisincludes arequirement to “ consult” with the Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) on any action that may affect
specieslisted asthreatened and endangered (T& E) or result
indestruction or adverse modification of habitat designated
as critical for listed species. In addition, federal agencies
must “confer” with FWS on any action that is likely to
jeopardizethe continued existence of any speciesproposed
to belisted or any action that may result in the destruction
or adverse modification of critical habitat proposed to be
designated for listed species.

The purpose of this programmatic Biological Assessment
(BA\) is to document potential effects from the Preferred
Alternative (i.e. changesin of f-highway vehicle(OHV) use
on public lands administered by the Bureau of Land Man-
agement (BLM) and National Forest System (NFS) lands
administered by the Forest ServiceNorthernRegion (FS) in
Montana, North Dakota, and portions of South Dakota) on
individuals, populations, and critical habitat of federally
threatened, endangered, and proposed species.

This BA isintended to ensure that management decisions
can be made with the most current scientific knowledge
concerning these species. The primary purpose for this
programmatic BA is to document the effects of the Pre-
ferred Alternative. Focusfor thisBA isto determineif the
Preferred Alternative (i.e. restricting motorized wheeled
cross-country travel) would have an effect on any federally
listed or proposed species. TheBA will also provideabasis
for forest planand resourcemanagement plan amendments.

Consultation History

In the process of evaluating the effects of the preferred
alternative on listed and proposed species, the action agen-
cies (BLM and FS) indicated in the draft environmental
impact statement and plan amendment of November 1999
(DEIS) that there would be “no effect” to many of the
speciesreviewed. Subsequent conversationswiththe FWS
and further evaluation made the agenciesrealize that suffi-
cient speciesinformation on such alargeareaand program-
level action was not available to support a “no effect”
determination for many of these species.

Asaresult of public comments, internal review and infor-
mal consultation with the FWS, the action agencies have
selected aPreferred Alternative (Alternative5) for thefinal
environmental impact statement and proposed plan amend-
ment (FEIS). The action agencies believe the Preferred
Alternative, as currently stated, May Affect, but Is Not
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Likely to Adver sely Affect some of thelisted speciesthat
occur intheanalysisarea. For some of the speciesthereis
till a no effect finding and there would also be positive
effects for some of the species.

Thus, changeshave been madefor many of the*No Effect”
determinationsinthe DEISto “May Affect, Not Likely to
Adversely Affect” inthe FEIS.

Species Considered

On March 31, 1999, the action agencies requested alist of
threatened and endangered (T& E) species from the FWS
for thepreparation of theEl Sand planamendment. Thislist
was provided and is shown in the DEIS Appendix E.

Since that time the peregrine falcon was delisted, the
Canada lynx was listed as threatened, and the Spalding’s
catchfly wasproposed for listing. A review by FWS, of the
current list, was recently requested. Written verification
wasreceived from the North Dakotafield officeand verbal
verification wasreceived from the South Dakotaand Mon-
tanafield offices. Thefollowing representsthe current list
of species considered under ESA for effects.

Seventeen specieswhichmay occur, arepresently knownto
occur, or historically occurred in the analysis area are
included in this evaluation. Seven are Endanger ed, eight
areThreatened, and two are Proposed for Listing. These
species are asfollows:

Endangered
Least tern (Serna antillarum)
Whooping crane (Grus americana)
Black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes)
Gray wolf (Canis lupus)
Pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhvnchus albus)
White sturgeon (Acipenser transmontanus)
American burying beetle (Nicrophorus americanus)

Threatened
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephal us)
Piping plover (Charadrius melodus)
Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis)
Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis)
Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus)
Uteladies tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis)
Water howellia (Howellia aquatilis)
Westernprairiefringed orchid (Platantherapraeclara)

Proposed for Listing
Mountain plover (Charadrius montanus), proposed as
threatened
Spalding' s catchfly (silene spaldingii), proposed as
threatened



Summary of Potential Effects

This assessment is of a programmatic nature to address
effects from the proposed broad-scale direction provided
through this change in current land management direction
(i.e. restricted/limited area designations). Thisanalysisis
not intended to address effects from continued use on open
roads and trails. The Preferred Alternative is to restrict
motorized wheeled cross-country travel. ThisBA makesa
determination of potential effects to T&E species from
implementation of the Preferred Alternative.

Site-specific planning efforts (e.g. activity plangtravel
management plans) would be prepared in the future for
individual administrative units. These future actions will
require site-specific environmental assessments and, if
necessary, associated biological assessmentsfor T& E spe-
cies.

Some of the most prevalent effects to T& E species from
OHV'’s have resulted from the spread of noxious weeds
(competition to native plants and reduced quality of wild-
life habitat) and increased miles (resulting in a higher
density) of user-created roads. The Preferred Alternative
would reduce these effects by prohibiting or otherwise
limiting motorized wheeled cross-country travel.

Other ongoing associated activities have existing manage-
ment direction, standards, and/or guidelines that can miti-
gate effects and promote recovery efforts. Agencies cur-
rently have the authority to immediately close any area,
road or trail where off-road vehicles are causing or will
cause considerable adverse effects upon soil, vegetation,
wildlife, wildlife habitat, cultural resources, threatened or
endangered species, or other resources(43 CFR 8341.2and
8364.1 and 36 CFR 295.2 and 295.5). T&E habitats and
riparian/wetland areas are priority areas for protection.
Agencies are required to follow T&E species Recovery
Plans and Conservation Strategies. If a T&E plant or
animal isbeing negatively affected by vehicleseither on or
off-road, the local agency manager is obligated to take
action to stop that threat.

Effects Deter mination by Species
NO EFFECTS

Least tern
A No Effect determination is made for the least tern.

Rationale: No Effect - There is no known nesting or
roosting occurring on BLM or NFS lands in the analysis
area. Favorite nesting sites for this endangered species
include bare ground (recent alluvium) on islands. One
island in the Y ellowstone River, adjacent to public land,
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contains a colony of nesting least terns.  Foraging may
occur in certain river systems that are administered by
BLM; however, the Preferred Alternative does not affect
foraging habitat.

ThePreferred Alternativewouldrestrict motorized wheel ed
cross-country travel and eliminate any potential direct or
indirect effectsto the least tern or its habitat. Therewould
be no cumulative effects from the Preferred Alternative.
There could be potential long-term beneficia effectsbut a
Beneficial Effect determination would be presumptuous at
thistime.

Whooping crane
A No Effect determinationismadefor thewhooping crane.

Rationale: No Effect - Whooping cranes migrate over the
analysisareaand potential habitat exists but there has been
no documented nesting, roosting, or foraging occurring on
BLM or NFSlandsinthe analysisarea. OHV use has not
been identified as a threat to the whooping crane and the
Preferred Alternative to restrict motorized wheeled cross-
country travel would reduce or eliminate any potential
direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to the species from
motorized wheeled cross-country travel.

There could be some positive effects to the species by
reducing potential disturbance and/or displacement of ani-
mals should they occur in the future. This is somewhat
unlikely and it ismorelikely that the Preferred Alternative
would result in neutral effects to the species.

Pallid sturgeon
A No Effect determination is madefor the pallid sturgeon.

Rationale: No Effect - This endangered species is well
adapted for life at the bottom of swift, large, turbid and free
flowing rivers. “On the mainstream of the Missouri River,
approximately 36% of riverine habitat within the pallid
sturgeon’s range was eliminated by construction of six
massive earthen dams between 1926 and 1952 and another
40% has been channelized. The remaining 24% has been
atered due to changes in water flows caused by dam
operations’ (Dryer and Sandoval 1993).

Because of the great size of theriversthat pallid sturgeons
inhabit, the typical water depths in which they have been
found, and the apparent minimal effectsto water quality of
motorized wheeled cross-country travel reported acrossthe
region, it is not believed that such travel, at the current
levels, would further compromise the status of the pallid
sturgeon.

Recovery actions to protect and restore pallid sturgeon
populations are outlined in the 1993 Recovery Plan. The



Preferred Alternative is consistent with this recovery plan
direction.

The Preferred Alternative to restrict motorized wheeled
cross-country travel should reduce any potential indirect
effects to water quality from motorized wheeled cross-
country travel and could have some minimal positive ef-
fects. There would be no cumulative effects from the
Preferred Alternative.

White sturgeon
A No Effect determination is made for the white sturgeon.

Rationale: No Effect - This endangered species occursin
the Columbia River system and its major tributary that is
within the analysis area, the Kootenai River. It has been
documented that the decline of the Kootenai River white
sturgeonisprimarily aresult of impoundmentsand exploi-
tation (USDI 19994).

Because of the apparent minimal effectsto water quality of
motorized wheeled cross-country travel reported acrossthe
region, it is not believed that such travel, at the current
levels, would further compromise the status of the white
sturgeon.

The Preferred Alternative to restrict motorized wheeled
cross-country travel should reduce potential effectsto wa
ter quality from motorized wheeled cross-country travel
and could have some minimal positive effects.

American burying beetle
A No Effect determination is made for the American
burying beetle.

Rationale: No Effect - Thisendangered speciesisvery rare
and listed only for the South Dakota portion of theanalysis
area. Thereisno documented occurrence of the specieson
BLM or NFSlandsin South Dakota.

Suitable habitat for the beetle is any site with significant
humus or topsoil for burying carrion (USFWS 1995). The
Preferred Alternative would restrict or limit motorized
wheeled travel to existing trailsand roads, which would be
lacking these habitat conditions. Therefore, the Preferred
Alternative should reduce or eliminate potential direct,
indirect, or cumulative effects to the species from motor-
ized wheeled cross-country travel.

Uteladies' tresses
A No Effect determination is made for the Ute ladies
tresses

Rationale: No Effect - None of the 11 occurrences in
Montana are on BLM or NFS lands. They are in a four-
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county area of the Jefferson River and confluent lower
reaches of the Beaverhead, Gallatin, Madison and Ruby
Rivers. Intensive surveyswere conducted for this species,
primarily for the purpose of delimiting the range of distri-
butioninMontana, includingthemost likely BLM and NFS
lands. No occupied habitat was found on BLM or NFS
lands (B. Heidel, pers. comm. 2000).

Thelikelihood of this species occurring on federal landsis
extremely low and no effects from motorized wheeled
cross-country travel areknown or anticipated to occur. The
Preferred Alternative would restrict or limit wheeled mo-
torized travel to existing trails and roads, which would
further reduce or eliminate any potential direct, indirect, or
cumulative effects to the species from motorized wheeled
cross-country travel.

Water howellia
A No Effect determination is made for the water howellia

Rationale: No Effect - Thisthreatened plant speciesoccurs
asasubmerged or floating annual associated with lakesand
ponds. The habitat of this plant is not conducive to OHV
traffic, and therewould benodirect, indirect, or cumulative
effects to the species from motorized wheeled cross-coun-
try travel.

Western prairiefringed orchid
A No Effect determination is made for the western prairie
fringed orchid

Rationale: No Effect - Thisspeciesisassociated with sedge
meadows, primarily withinthetallgrassprairie. It occursin
the sandhills habitat association on the Sheyenne National
Grassland.

The following mitigation measures for the western prairie
fringed orchid would apply:

1. Motorizedwheeled cross-country travel for FSofficial
administrativebusinesswould not beallowedinknown
western prairiefringed orchid habitat on the Sheyenne
National Grassland in eastern North Dakota without
prior approval so as to eliminate impacts to occupied
habitat.

2. Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees
and permittees to administer federal leases or permits
would not beallowed inknownwestern prairiefringed
orchid habitat on the Sheyenne National Grassland in
eastern North Dakota without prior approval so asto
eliminate impacts to occupied habitat.

With the above mitigation measures there would be no
direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to the species.



MAY AFFECT - NOT LIKELY TO ADVERSELY
AFFECT

Generd - ThePreferred Alternativewoul d lessen the direct
and indirect effects associated with motorized wheeled
cross-country travel; however, motorized wheeled cross-
country travel could still be allowed under special excep-
tions. These exceptionsinclude motorized wheeled cross-
country travel for: any military, fire, search and rescue, or
law enforcement vehicle used for emergency purposes;
disabled access per the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; BLM
and FS administrative purposes; travel for lessees and
permittees|imited to the administration of afederal leaseor
permit; and persona use permits such as firewood and
Christmas tree cutting which could be allowed in specific
areas identified at the local level (BLM field office or FS
ranger district).

Black-footed ferret
A May Affect - Not Likely To Adversely Affect determina-
tion is made for the black-footed ferret.

Rationale: Not Likely to Adversely Affect - The endan-
gered black-footed ferret is one of the most imperiled
mammals in the world and certainly the most endangered
mammal in North America. Prairie dog colonies are con-
sidered key to the survival and recovery of the endangered
black-footed ferret. Burrowsprovideshelter andtheprairie
dogitself isfood for the ferret. Large prairie dog colonies
or complexes are needed for ferret survival, and thisisthe
reason Phillips County was chosen as Montana s reintro-
duction area.

In 1994, ferretswere reintroduced onto the UL Bend/C.M.
Russell National Wildlife Refuge in Montana under a
nonessential experimental population designation. Ac-
cording tothe FWS, 41 ferretswere counted onthe C.M.R.
duringthefall of 1998 (R. Matchette, pers.comm. 1999). In
1997, ferretswerefirst rel eased on the Fort Belknap Indian
Reservation in Montana and in 2000, black-footed ferrets
werefirst released on the Cheyenne River Sioux Reserva-
tion in South Dakota.

In 1992, adisease believed to be sylvatic plague erupted in
the Phillips County areaand by 1996, asmuch as80 percent
of theprairiedog popul ationhad beenlost. Inthepast, these
prairiedogtownsin PhillipsCounty havebeenanimportant
area to sport shooters. In 1999, because of declines in
prairie dogs numbers as a result of disease, BLM issued a
shooting closure on prairie dog townsin portions of south-
ern Phillips County.

Although no black-footed ferrets have beenreleased or are
known to occur on BLM or NFSlandsintheanalysisarea,
BLM landsarein closeproximity to occupied habitat onthe
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Fort Belknap Reservation and theUL Bend areaof the C.M.
Russell National Wildlife Refuge. Inaddition, BLM lands
inPhillipsCounty arestill very high priority for reintroduc-
tion to aid in the recovery of this species.

Although the direct and indirect effects from motorized
wheeled cross-country travel would be minimized by the
Preferred Alternative, there may be some insignificant or
discountable effects associated with continued motorized
wheeled cross-country travel as allowed under the excep-
tionscited above. In addition, when considered with other
ongoing or foreseeable future actions on private, local,
state, and/or tribal landsthe cumulative effects may lead to
insignificant or discountable effects to the black-footed
ferret should they occur on NFS or BLM lands.

Gray wolf
A May Affect - Not Likely To Adversely Affect determina-
tion is made for the grey wolf.

Rationale: Not Likely to Adversely Affect - Increasesin
gray wolf numbers, expansion of the species’ occupied
range, and progress toward achieving the reclassification
and delisting criteria of at least two approved gray wolf
recovery plans (Great Lakes and Northern Rocky Moun-
tain) have led to a proposed downlisting of this species
throughout most of its range, including Montana, North
Dakota and South Dakota.

Although the direct and indirect effects from Motorized
wheeled cross-country travel would be minimized by the
Preferred Alternative, there may be some insignificant or
discountable effects associated with continued Motorized
wheeled cross-country travel as allowed under the excep-
tionscited above. In addition, when considered with other
ongoing or foreseeable future actions on private, local,
state, and/or tribal landsthe cumulative effects may lead to
insignificant or discountable effectsto the grey wolf.

Bald eagle
A May Affect - Not Likely To Adversely Affect determina-
tion ismade for the bald eagle.

Rationale: No Effect - Thisthreatened speciesisamigrant
in North Dakota and South Dakota and occurs year-round
in Montana. In 1978, only 12 breeding pairs were known
inMontana(Servheen 1978). Spring countsin1998totaled
248 nests, which exceedsthe staterecovery goals(D. Flath,
pers. comm. 1999). As a result of significant gains in
breeding numbers throughout the species range, the FWS
issued a proposed rule to delist the bald eagle in July of
1999.

The current condition is apparently providing suitable
conditions for the recovery of the species, as evidenced by



the proposed rule to delist the species. Specific bald eagle
management direction to promote recovery is provided in
the July 1994 Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan.
Specific direction is provided to eliminate potential threat
to nesting bald eagles through the use of nest site manage-
ment zones. These zones have various levels of restricted
use. Agenciesarerequired to follow T& E species Recov-
ery Plans and Conservation Strategies.

The Preferred Alternative which restricts or limits motor-
ized wheeled cross-country travel would reduce potential
direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to the species by
eliminating use in the nest site management zones. If user-
created routesin these zonesexist or are discovered, the FS
and BL M wouldtakeactionsto comply withtheBald Eagle
Management Plan. Althoughthedirect andindirect effects
from motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be
minimized by the Preferred Alternative, theremay besome
insignificant or discountabl eeffectsassociated with contin-
ued motorized wheeled cross-country travel as allowed
under the exceptions. In addition, there could be some
positive effects by reducing potential disturbance and/or
displacement of nesting or roosting eagles.

Piping plover
A May Affect - Not Likely To Adversely Affect determina-
tion is made for the piping plover.

Rationale: Not Likely to Adversely Affect - IntheNorthern
Great Plains this threatened species breeds along major
rivers and wetlands from Saskatchewan and Manitoba
through Nebraska. On rivers, plovers primarily nest on
sand beaches, flats, pebble beaches, and drained flood-
plains. InMontana, nesting habitatisprimarily unvegetated
sand-pebblebeachesorislands. InNorth Dakota, they have
also been documented on saline wetlands. Both habitats
occur on BLM lands but the amount of habitat on NFSand
BLM islimited.

Thereareno known occurrenceson any NFSor BLM lands
in North Dakotaand South Dakota. One piping plover nest
has been documented in Montana on a 16-acre parcel of
BLM land in the Miles City Field Office area, which has
been designated an Area of Critical Environmental Con-
cern for the piping plover.

Although the direct and indirect effects from Motorized
wheeled cross-country travel would be minimized by the
Preferred Alternative, there may be some insignificant or
discountable effects associated with continued Motorized
wheeled cross-country travel as allowed under the excep-
tionscited above. Inaddition, when considered with other
ongoing or foreseeable future actions on private, local,
state, and/or tribal landsthe cumulative effects may lead to
insignificant or discountable effects to the piping plover.
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Canada lynx
A May Affect - Not Likely To Adversely Affect determina-
tion is made for the Canada lynx.

Rationale: Not Likely to Adversely Affect - The Canada
lynx wasrecently listed (July 24, 2000 fina rule) asthreat-
ened. In Montana, lynx are known to occur in the western
montane forests. Snowshoe hares are the primary prey of
lynx, although diet can be more varied in the summer than
the winter.

Recent studies indicated that lynx show no preference or
avoidance of unpaved forest roads and road density does
not appear to affect lynx habitat selection (McKelvey et a.
2000). However, relocation of Iynx to historic habitats
(reintroduction) bothinthe Adirondack M ountains of New
Y ork and more recently in Colorado, resulted in mortality
fromvehiclecollision. Direct andindirect effectsfrom use
by OHV'’ s during the non-winter period when snow is not
present are believed to beinsignificant or discountable and
probably have very little, if any, effect on lynx.

Although these direct and indirect effects from Motorized
wheeled cross-country travel would be minimized by the
Preferred Alternative, there may be some insignificant or
discountable effects associated with continued Motorized
wheeled cross-country travel as allowed under the excep-
tionscited above. Inaddition, when considered with other
ongoing or foreseeable future actions on private, local,
state, and/or tribal landsthe cumulative effects may lead to
insignificant or discountable effects to the Canada lynx.

Grizzly bear
A May Affect - Not Likely To Adversely Affect determina-
tion is made for the grizzly bear.

Rationale: Not Likely to Adversely Affect - Within the
project area, thisspeciesoccursinthe Northern Continental
Divide Ecosystem of western Montana, the Y ellowstone
Ecosystem that includes southwestern Montana and por-
tions of Wyoming and ldaho (essentidly centered in
Y ellowstone National Park), and somelimited grizzly bear
occupancy in the Selkirk-Cabinet-Yaak Mountains of
Montana. A recent proposal has been madeto reintroduce
grizzly bears into the Selway-Bitterroot.

Grizzlies are opportunistic and omnivorous and feed on
animal or vegetablematter. Herbaceousplantsareutilized,
as are ground squirrels, carrion, garbage, ungulates, roots,
fruits, berries, tubers, fungi, pine nuts, and even tree cam-
bium. Bears occasionally prey on livestock and also are
attracted to bone yards and dead livestock. Many bear
foods, both animal and vegetable, occur in riparian and
wetland areas, with some of the berry-producing shrubs
occurring in the uplands.



Largeareasof relatively undisturbed land with food, cover,
denning habitat, solitude, and space are important for
effective grizzly bear habitat (Interagency Grizzly Bear
Committee 1987, Craighead et al. 1982). Recregational
activity may diminish the value of habitat for grizzly bears
through modification or displacement (Joslinand Y oumans
1999). The Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USDI 1993)
identifies human depredation, competitive use of habitat,
and livestock grazing as sources of conflict.

Numerous studies have shown that grizzly bears are nega-
tively affected by increased road density or increased use of
roadswithinabear’ shomerange. Although no evidenceis
available to document the effects from off-road/trail ve-
hicle travel, it is logical to assume that vehicle activity,
whether on or off-road, would negatively effect grizzly
bears.

The analysis of effects to grizzly bear habitat includes an
assessment of impactsto core(secure) areas. Coreareasare
partially defined by the lack of open roads. Roads may be
presentinthecoreareabut they areclosedtovehicletraffic.
In addition to the current restriction, that does not allow
motorized vehicletravel onroadsandtrailsinthecorearea,
this action (Preferred Alternative) would further restrict
motorized wheeled cross-country travel in core areas as
well as outside the core areas. This action would provide
additional security for grizzly bears.

Further, road and trail access is managed to conserve
grizzly bear habitat outside the core areas. Open and total
route densities are limited in these areas to protect grizzly
bears. The preferred aternative would restrict all cross-
country motorized use to existing roads and trails which
will reduce off-road/trail disturbanceto grizzly bears. Ac-
cording to IGBC guidance (IGBC 1994, 1998) all roads or
tails receiving motorized use should be counted in open
motorized route densities. Therefore, if user-created routes
outside core areasexist or are discovered, the FSand BLM
would take actions to make such routes inaccessible to
motorized use or the routes would be included in access
density calculations and thereby subject to appropriate
access limitations.

Effects from the Preferred Alternative are not likely to
adversely affect the grizzly bear and, in fact, would likely
be positive/beneficial as motorized wheeled cross-country
travel would be prohibited or restricted, further protecting
grizzly bear habitat from human disturbance.

Bull trout
A May Affect - Not Likely To Adversely Affect determina-
tion is made for the bull trout.
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Rationale: Not Likely to Adversely Affect - Thisthreatened
species occurs within the Columbia River basin and, in
Montana, the majority of spawning occurs in a small
percentage of the total stream habitat available. Proximity
of cover for adult fish before and during spawning is an
important habitat component. Spawning tends to be con-
centrated in reaches influenced by groundwater where
temperature and flow conditions may be more stable.
Groundwater influence playsalargerolein embryo devel-
opment and survival by mitigating mortality factors. Rear-
ing habitat requirementsfor juvenilebull trout include cold
summer water temperatures (15 degrees C) provided by
sufficient surface and groundwater flows. Highly variable
streamflow, reductioninlargewoody debris, bedload move-
ment, and other forms of channel instability can limit the
distribution and abundance of juvenile bull trout. Open
migratory corridors, both within and among tributary
streams, larger rivers, and lake systems are critical for
maintaining bull trout populations.

Although the direct and indirect effects from motorized
wheeled cross-country travel would be minimized by the
Preferred Alternative, there may be some insignificant or
discountable effects associated with continued motorized
wheeled cross-country travel as allowed under the excep-
tionscited above. In addition, when considered with other
ongoing or foreseeable future actions on private, local,
state, and/or tribal landsthe cumulative effects may lead to
insignificant or discountable effects to the bull trout.

NOT LIKELY TO JEOPARDIZE THE
CONTINUED EXISTENCE

For the following proposed species, a determination of
effects is made in addition to making a determination of
jeopardy. Should the mountain plover and/or Spalding’s
catchfly be found to warrant listing under the ESA and
subsequently belisted asathreatened species, the determi-
nation of effects in this document could be informally
consulted on. This could eliminate the need to reinitiate
consultation for this action should the FWS list either
Species.

Mountain plover
A Not Likely to Jeopardize the Continued Existence
determination is made for the mountain plover.

Rationale: Not Likely to Jeopardize the Continued Exist-
ence- Effectsfromtheproposed actionwould not adversely
affect the mountain plover (see May Affect determination
below) and therefore would not likely jeopardize the con-
tinued existence of the species.




Mountain plover
A May Affect - Not Likely To Adversely Affect determina-
tion is made for the mountain plover.

Rationale: Not Likely to Adversely Affect - Thisspeciesis
proposed to be listed as threatened. Within the analysis
area, mountain plovers primarily occur on the shortgrass
prairie of eastern Montana. Knowles and Knowles (2000)
summarized their survey of mountain plovers from 1991-
1998 for Montanaeast of the continental divide. Mountain
ploverswerefound at ninedistinct areas. They wereclosely
associated with sites characterized by slopes under 5%,
vegetative height under 6 cm, and greater than half the soil
surface being bare ground, lichen and/or club moss. Often
they are associated with prairie dog colonies.

Recent developmentsin conservation strategies for black-
tailed prairie dog management i dentified theimportance of
thiskeystone speciesto several closely associated species,
including themountain plover. Any actionsthat contribute
to the conservation of the black-tailed prairie dog will
undoubtedly benefit the mountain plover.

The Preferred Alternative to restrict motorized wheeled
cross-country travel should reduce or eliminate potential
direct and indirect effects to the black-tailed prairie dog
from motorized wheel ed cross-country travel. Thisshould
indirectly benefit the mountain plover.

Although the direct and indirect effectsto mountain plover
from motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be
minimized by the Preferred Alternative, theremay be some
insignificant or discountabl eeffectsassociated with contin-
ued motorized wheeled cross-country travel as allowed
under the exceptions cited above. These could include
disturbance and displacement but would not likely ad-
versely affect the species.

When considered with other ongoing or foreseeable future
actions on private, local, state, and/or tribal lands this
proposed action would not significantly contribute to the
cumulative effects.

Spalding's catchfly
A Not Likely to Jeopardize the Continued Existence
determination is made for Spalding’s catchfly.

Rationale: Not Likely to Jeopardize the Continued Exist-
ence- Effectsfromtheproposed actionwould not adversely
affect the Spalding’ s catchfly (see May Affect determina
tion below) and therefore would not likely jeopardize the
continued existence of the species.
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Spalding's catchfly
A May Affect - Not Likely To Adversely Affect determina-
tion is made for the Spalding’ s catchfly.

Rationale: Not Likely to Adversely Affect -  Currently
proposed as threatened, this speciesis known from atotal
of 52 populations distributed across Washington, Oregon,
Idaho, Montana, and British Columbia. The habitat is
primarily restricted to moist grasslands that make up the
Palouse region in southeastern Washington, northwestern
Montanaand adjacent portions of British Columbia, 1daho
and Oregon.

Withinthe analysis area, none of the known populations of
Spalding’ scatchfly occur onNFSor BLM lands. However,
oneof thelargest populationsoccursin Eureka, Montanain
close proximity to NFS lands and other populations in
Montanaalso occur near federal lands. The probability that
this species occurs on federal lands is moderate. Past
surveysfor thi sspecieshavebeen conducted ontheK ootenai
and Flathead National Forests without detecting the spe-
cies. Future surveys of potential habitat on NFS and BLM
landswill be needed to determinethe extent of thisspecies.

The Preferred Alternative to restrict motorized wheeled
cross-country travel should reduce or eliminate potential
direct and indirect effects to Spalding’'s catchfly from
motorized wheeled cross-country travel.

Althoughthedirect andindirect effectsto Spalding’ scatch-
fly from motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be
minimized by the Preferred Alternative, theremay besome
insignificant or discountableeffectsassociated with contin-
ued motorized wheeled cross-country travel as allowed
under the exceptions cited above.

When considered with other ongoing or foreseeabl e future
actions on private, loca, state, and/or tribal lands this
proposed action would not significantly contribute to the
cumulative effects.

Summary of Effectsto Species

NO EFFECT
Least tern (Serna antillarum), endangered

Whooping crane (Grus americana), endangered

Pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhvnchus albus), endangered

White sturgeon (Acipenser transmontanus),
endangered

American burying beetle (Nicrophorus americanus),
endangered

Water howellia (Howellia aquatilis), threatened

Uteladies tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis), threatened

Westernprairiefringed orchid (Platantherapraeclara),
threatened



MAY AFFECT - NOT LIKELY TO ADVERSELY
AFFECT

Black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes), endangered

Gray wolf (Canis lupus), endangered

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephal us), threatened

Piping plover (Charadrius melodus), threatened

Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), threatened

Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis), threatened

Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus), threatened

Mountain plover (Charadrius montanus), proposed as
threatened (this determination would be made if
the fina rule is to list the Mountain plover as
threatened)

Spalding’s catchfly (Slene spaldingii), proposed as
threatened (this determination would be made if
the final rule is to list Spalding’s catchfly as
threatened)

NOT LIKELY TO JEOPARDIZE THE
CONTINUED EXISTENCE
Mountain plover (Charadrius montanus), proposed as
threatened
Spalding’s catchfly (Slene spaldingii), proposed as
threatened

BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT
Purpose and Need

Federal agenciesarerequired to comply with provisions of
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA).
Thisincludes arequirement to “ consult” with the Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) on any action that may affect
specieslisted asthreatened and endangered (T& E) or result
indestruction or adversemodification of habitat designated
ascritical for listed species. In addition, federal agencies
must “confer” with FWS on any action that is likely to
jeopardizethe continued existence of any speciesproposed
to belisted or any action that may result in the destruction
or adverse modification of critical habitat proposed to be
designated for listed species.

The purpose of this programmatic Biological Assessment
(BA) isto document potential effects of continued imple-
mentation of the Preferred Alternative on individuals or
populations of: federally endangered, federally threatened,
and species proposed for federal listing. This BA isin-
tended to document effects of management decisionsusing
the most current knowledge available concerning these
Species.

The objectives of thisBA areto:

1. Comply with requirements of the ESA, as amended,
that actions by federal agencies (in this case, the
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Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Forest Ser-
vice Northern Region (FS)) not jeopardize the exist-
ence of these speciesor adversely modify their critical
habitat.

2. Assesstheeffectsthatimplementation of the Preferred
Alternative will have on threatened and endangered
species known or suspected to exist on or near the
analysis area.

3. Document current standardsand guidelines prescribed
in the Preferred Alternative that benefit these species.

4. Provide biologica input to ensure action agencies
compliancewiththeFederal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act (FLPMA), National Forest Management Act
(NFMA), BLM Manual 6840, Forest Service Manua
2670, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
and the Endangered Species Act (ESA), as amended.

Theprimary focusfor thisprogrammatic BA isto document
the effects of the Preferred Alternative.

Proposed Action - FEIS Alternative 5
(Preferred Alternative)

Thisalternativewasdevel oped in responseto commentson
the draft environmental impact statement and plan amend-
ment (DEIS) from the public and other agencies. It restricts
motorized wheeled cross-country travel throughout the
analysis area to protect riparian areas, wetlands, crucia
wildlifehabitat, threatened or endangered species, soilsand
vegetation, aguatic resources, and to reduce user conflicts.

The BLM and FSregulations (43 CFR 8341.2 and 8364.1
and 36 CFR 295.2 and 295.5) allow for area, road or trail
closures where off-road vehicles are causing or will cause
considerableadverseeffectsupon soil, vegetation, wildlife,
wildlife habitat, cultura resources, threatened or endan-
gered species, other authorized uses, or other resources.
The authorized officer can immediately close the areas
affected until the effects are eliminated and measures are
implemented to prevent future recurrence.

The BLM and FSwould restrict motorized wheeled cross-
country travel yearlong (Map 1inthe FEIS). Theselands,
approximately 16 million acres, would be designated lim-
ited or restricted yearlong for motorized wheeled cross-
country travel under BLM or FSregulations (43 CFR 8342
or 36 CFR 295). The appropriate forest plan and resource
management plan would be amended by this aternative.

Through subsequent site-specific planning, the BLM and
FS would designate roads and trails for motorized use.
With publicinvolvement the agencieswoul d continuewith



ongoing travel management plans and develop new travel
management plans(i.e., landscapeanalysis, watershed plans,
or activity plans) for geographical areas. Through site-
specific planning, roads and trails would be inventoried,
mapped, and analyzed to the degree necessary to evaluate
and designate the roads and trail sas open, seasonally open,
or closed. Theinventory would be commensurate with the
analysis needs, issues, and desired resource conditions
based on forest plan or resource management plan objec-
tives for the analysis area.

Site-specific planning couldincludeidentifying opportuni-
ties for trail construction and/or improvement, or specific
areas where intensive OHV use may be appropriate. A
changein areadesignationsfrom limited/restricted to open
would require a plan amendment. Implementation and
monitoring are described in Appendix B of the FEIS.
Implementation includesprioritizing areasfor site-specific
planning within six months of the respective agencies
Record of Decision based ontheresourcesinthearea, such
as riparian areas and threatened or endangered species,
along with opportunities for recreational OHV use.

The agencies recognize there are some valid needs for
motorized wheeled cross-country travel. However, when
driving cross-country individuals should avoid riparian
areas, avoid steep slopes, wash vehicles after usein weed-
infested areas, travel with care near wildlife, avoid areas
with important wildlife habitat, and travel with care near
cultural sites. Restrictions in riparian areas, areas with
steep slopes, important wildlife habitat areas, etc. are ad-
dressed through the BLM and FS normal permitting and
leasing process based on existing management plans and
best management practices. The following outlines the
varied needs for motorized wheeled cross-country travel.

M otorized wheeled cross-country travel would be allowed
forany military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement
vehicle used for emergency purposes.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for the BLM and
FS would be limited to official administrative business as
outlined by internal memo (see Appendix D in the FEIS).
Examples of administrative use would be prescribed fire,
noxiousweed control, revegetation, and surveying. Where
possible, agency personnel performingadministrativefunc-
tions would locate a sign or notice in the area they are
working to identify for the public the function they are
authorized to perform.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for other govern-
ment entities on official administrative business would
require authorization from the local field manager or dis-
trict ranger in their respective areas. This authorization
woul d bethroughnormal permitting processesand/or memo-

randa of understanding. Some examples of other agency
administrative usewould be noxiousweed control, survey-
ing, and animal damagecontrol efforts. Wherepossible, the
authorized party performingadministrativefunctionswould
locate a sign or notice in the area they are working to
identify for the public the function they are authorized to
perform.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees and
permittees would be limited to the administration of a
federal lease or permit. Persons or corporations having
such a permit or lease could perform administrative func-
tionson publiclandswithinthe scope of thepermit or lease.
However, this would not preclude modifying permits or
leases to limit motorized wheeled cross-country travel
during further site-specific analysisto meet resource man-
agement objectives or standards and guidelines.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for personal use
permits, such asfirewood and Christmastree cutting, could
bealowed at thelocal level (BLM field office or FSranger
district) inspecificareasidentified for suchuse. Inall other
areas, motorized wheeled cross-country travel associated
with personal use permits would not be allowed.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for big game re-
trieval would not be allowed. The retrieval of a big game
animal that isin possession (i.e. tagged), would be allowed
on roads and trails unless currently restricted. Through
subsequent site-specific planning, options for big game
retrieval could be considered. For example, big game
retrieval could be allowed from 10 am. to 2 p.m. daily on
restricted roads or trails. This big game retrieval require-
ment would also apply to the BLM’s Big Dry and Judith-
V alley-Phillips Resource M anagement Planswheremotor-
ized wheeled cross-country travel is currently allowed for
big gamerretrieval.

The following exception would apply unless currently
restricted:

M otorized wheeled cross-country travel to acampsite
would be permissible within 300 feet of roads and
trails. Site selection must be completed by
nonmotorized means and accessed by the most direct
route causing the least damage. This exception does
not apply where existing seasonal restrictions prohibit
traveling off designated routesto acampsite. Existing
local rules take precedence over this exception. This
distance could be modified through subsequent site-
specific planning.

The following mitigation measures for the western prairie
fringed orchid would apply:



1. Motorizedwheeled cross-country travel for FSofficial
administrativebusinesswould not beallowedinknown
western prairiefringed orchid habitat on the Sheyenne
National Grassland in eastern North Dakota without
prior approval so as to eiminate impacts to occupied
habitat.

2. Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees
and permittees to administer federal leases or permits
would not beallowed in known western prairiefringed
orchid habitat on the Sheyenne National Grassland in
eastern North Dakota without prior approval so asto
eliminate impacts to occupied habitat.

Species Evaluations

Descriptionsof threatened, endangered, and proposed plant,
animal, and fish species, including habitat requirements,
aresummarized below. Additional informationisincluded
in Chapter 3 of the final environmental impact statement
and proposed plan amendment (FEIS).

Effects on Fish

Introduction

Theimpacts of motorized wheeled cross-country travel on
aguatic resources have been documented in the Aquatics,
Affected Environment section of the FEIS and are consid-
ered part of the existing condition. With no action the
intensity of motorized wheeled cross-country use on Na-
tional Forest System (NFS) and BLM lands within the
analysis areais expected to increase. Thisanalysisevalu-
atestheeffectsof prohibiting or otherwiselimiting of f road/
trail travel as described in the Preferred Alternative.

TheMontanaDepartment of Environmental Quality (1998)
identified probable causes of pollution for each stream
listed asthreatened or impaired (303(d)). Common causes
of pollution for streams on NFS or BLM lands are habitat
aterations and siltation. While numerous sources often
exist for such pollution, the degraded conditions attributed
to OHV usein riparian areas and stream bottoms are also
likely contributors of such pollution on listed streams.
Because sediment and aquati c habitat alterati onsassoci ated
with OHV traffic would likely continue to increase, it is
probable that water quality on some of the 303(d) streams
would, in some cases, further deteriorate. These effects
would likely be most pronounced east of the continental
divide. It is conceivable that isolated populations of bull
trout could become more vulnerabl e to angling and poach-
ingasmorepeopleutilizemotorized wheel ed cross-country
travel to access streamsthat were formerly accessible only
by nonmotorized travel. It isalso conceivable that asthe
number of trail-stream crossings increase, salmonid redds
could be at greater risk from disturbance at stream fords.
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Thisscenarioismore likely as OHV technology continues
toimprove, producing machinesmore capabl e of accessing
difficult terrain. Salmonid habitat may be compromised in
the future on the west side of the divide as technology
improves.

Theprimary factorsassociated withthedeclineof sturgeon,
which are the development of water resource projects
within the Missouri River basin during the 1950's and
1960's, continued maintenance and operation of these
projects, aswell asthe construction and operation of main
stem and tributary dams and reservoirs, construction of
river training structuresand leveesfor navigation and flood
control, respectively, and water diversion projects, have
contributed to the past and present destruction and modifi-
cation of habitat (USDI 1999b). The past and continuing
destruction and alteration of the large river functions and
habitat once provided by the Missouri and Mississippi
Rivers is believed to be the primary cause of declinesin
reproduction, growth, and survival of largeriver fish such
as the endangered pallid sturgeon. The decline of the
Kootenai River white sturgeon is primarily a result of
impoundments and exploitation (USDI 1999a).

Because of the great size of theriversthat these sturgeons
inhabit, and the apparent minimal effects of motorized
wheeled cross-country travel reported across theregion, it
isunlikely that motorized wheeled cross-country travel at
current levels would further compromise the status of the
white sturgeon or pallid sturgeon.

ThePreferred Alternativerestrictsmotorizedwheel ed cross-
country travel but use could continue where OHV user-
created roads and trails have been established in riparian
areas, areas of unusua erosiveness, or areas of critica
aquatic habitats. Should user-created routes be identified
that are effecting riparian areas or stream conditions, the
agencies can and will take action to immediately close any
route where off-road vehicles are causing or will cause
considerable adverse effects upon threatened or endan-
gered species (43 CFR 8341.2 and 8364.1 and 36 CFR
295.2 and 295.5).

Theamount of sediment routed to streamsand riversinthe
analysisareaishighly variable and dependent upon numer-
ous factors, such as the amount of OHV use, soil type,
topography, vegetative conditions, etc., that cannot be
easily quantified at thislevel.

White Sturgeon: This endangered species historically
occurred on the Pacific coast from the Aleutian |slands to
central California. It occursinthe ColumbiaRiver system
and its magjor tributary, the Kootenai River. They are
generally long-lived, with females living from 34 to 70
years. Femalesnormally require alonger period to mature



than males, with femal es spawning between 15to 25 years
of age. White sturgeon are broadcast spawners in large
rivers during peak flows from April through July. The
Kootenai River populationisone of 18 landlocked popula
tions known to occur in western North America. White
sturgeon is mainly a bottom feeder and feeds on mostly
fishes and a wide variety of invertebrates (Scott and
Crossman 1973). It has been documented that the decline
of theK ootenai River whitesturgeonisprimarily aresult of
impoundments and exploitation (USDI 1999a).

Because of the apparent minimal effectsto water quality of
motorized wheeled cross-country travel reported acrossthe
region, it is not believed that such travel, at the current
levels, would further compromise the status of the white
sturgeon.

Pallid Sturgeon: Thisendangered speciesiswell adapted
for lifeat thebottom of swift, large, turbid and freeflowing
rivers. Pallid sturgeonevolvedinthediverseenvironments
of the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers. Flood plains,
backwaters, chutes, sloughs, islands, sandbars, and main
channel waters formed the large river ecosystem that pro-
vided macro habitat requirements for pallid sturgeon and
other native large river fish (Dryer and Sandoval 1993).
These habitats within the analysis area have been drasti-
caly atered. “On the mainstream of the Missouri River,
approximately 36% of riverine habitat within the palid
sturgeon’s range was eliminated by construction of six
massive earthen dams between 1926 and 1952 and another
40% has been channelized. The remaining 24% has been
altered due to changes in water flows caused by dam
operations’ (Dryer and Sandoval 1993).

The range of water depths where pallid sturgeon were
frequently found in South Dakota is 7 to 20 feet. In
Montana, pallid sturgeon were captured from depths that
ranged from 3.9 to 12.1 feet, but they were captured in
deeper watersduringthewinter (Dryer and Sandoval 1993).
During late summer in North Dakota, pallid sturgeon were
captured at depth that ranged from 6.9 to 24.9 feet (Dryer
and Sandoval 1993).

Because of the great size of theriversthat pallid sturgeons
inhabit, the typical water depths in which they have been
found, and the apparent minimal effectsto water quality of
motorized wheeled cross-country travel reported acrossthe
region, it is not believed that such travel, at current levels,
would further compromisethe statusof the pallid sturgeon.

Bull Trout: Thisisathreatened specieswithinthe Colum-
bia River basin. The following discussion of bull trout
habitat requirements is taken from Montana Bull Trout
Scientific Group (1998). The magjority of migratory bull
trout spawning in Montanaoccursin asmall percentage of
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the total stream habitat available. Spawning takes place
between late August and early November, principaly in
third and fourth order streams. Spawning adults use low
gradient areas (less than 2%) of gravel/cobble substrate
with water depths between 0.1 and 0.6 m and velocities
from0.1t0 0.6 m/s. Proximity of cover for adult fishbefore
and during spawning is an important habitat component.
Spawning tendsto be concentratedin reachesinfluenced by
groundwater where temperature and flow conditions may
be more stable. The relationship between groundwater
exchange and migratory bull trout spawning requires more
investigation. Spawning habitat requirements of resident
bull trout are poorly documented.

Successful incubation of bull trout embryos requires water
temperatures below 8 degrees C, less than 35 to 40% of
sediments smaller than 6.35 mm in diameter, and high
gravel permeability. Eggsaredeposited asdeepas25.0cm
below the streambed surface and the incubation period
varies depending on water temperature. Spawning adults
alter streambed characteristics during redd construction to
improve survival of embryos, but conditionsin redds often
degrade during theincubation period. Mortality of eggsor
fry can be caused by scouring during high flows, freezing
during low flows, superimposition of redds, or deposition
of fine sediments or organic materials. A significant
inverse relationship exists between the percentage of fine
sediment in the incubation environment and bull trout
survival to emergence. Entombment appeared to be the
largest mortality factor inincubation studiesinthe Flathead
drainage. Groundwater influence plays a large role in
embryo development and survival by mitigating mortality
factors.

Rearing habitat requirementsfor juvenilebull trout include
cold summer water temperatures (15 degrees C) provided
by sufficient surface and groundwater flows. Warmer
temperatures are associated with lower bull trout densities
and can increase the risk of invasion by other species that
could displace, competewith, or prey onjuvenilebull trout.
Juvenile bull trout are generally benthic foragers, rarely
stray from cover, and they prefer complex forms of cover.
High sediment levels and embeddedness can result in
decreased rearing densities. Unembedded cobble/rubble
substrate is preferred for cover and feeding and also pro-
videsinvertebrate production. Highly variablestreamflow,
reduction in large woody debris, bedload movement, and
other forms of channel instability can limit the distribution
and abundance of juvenile bull trout. Habitat characteris-
tics that are important for juvenile bull trout of migratory
popul ationsareal soimportant for stream resident subadults
and adults. However, stream resident adults are more
strongly associated with deep pool habitatsthan are migra-
tory juveniles.



Both migratory and stream resident bull trout move in
response to developmental and seasonal habitat require-
ments. Migratory individualscan move great distances (up
to 250 km) among lakes, rivers, and tributary streamsin
response to spawning, rearing, and adult habitat needs.
Stream resident bull trout migrate within tributary stream
networks for spawning purposes, as well asin response to
changes in seasona habitat requirements and conditions.
Openmigratory corridors, both withinand among tributary
streams, larger rivers, and lake systems are critical for
maintaining bull trout populations.

Effects of the Preferred Alternative

This Preferred Alternative would reduce stream bank ero-
sion, compaction of riparian soils, and the loss of riparian
vegetation. Habitat alterations and sediment generated by
OHV use are not expected to spread to new areas since the
Preferred Alternative restricts motorized wheeled cross-
country travel inriparianareasand stream corridors. Should
user-created routes be identified that are effecting riparian
areas or stream conditions the agencies can and will take
action to immediately close any route where off-road ve-
hiclesarecausing or will causeconsiderableadverseeffects
uponthreatened or endangered species(43 CFR8341.2and
8364.1 and 36 CFR 295.2 and 295.5).

Effects, as a result of the exceptions under the Preferred
Alternative, are not likely to affect streams and riparian
habitats, nor increase the vulnerability of isolated fish
populations to further losses. Although unlikely, these
effectscan not betotally dismissed for the bull trout and, as
aresult,aMay Affect but Not Likely to Adver sely Affect
determinationismadefor thebull trout. Thisisnotthecase
for the two species of sturgeon and, due to the severely
altered nature of the river systems on which these fish
depend, aswell as other environmental factors and exploi-
tation issues, itisthe FSand BLM’ s determination that the
Preferred Alternative would have no direct, indirect, or
cumulative effects. As aresult the finding would be No
Effect to the Pallid Sturgeon or White Sturgeon.

Effectson Animals

Introduction

As documented in the Montana Chapter of the Wildlife
Society Report (Joslin et al.1999), vehicles do impact
wildlife. The severity of the impact may be in direct
relationship to the amount of vehicle travel occurring.

The current level of impact (as discussed in the Wildlife,
Existing Impacts from Vehicles on Wildlife section of the
FEIS) inthethree-stateareafrom motorized wheel ed cross-
country travel would be reduced with the Preferred Alter-
native. Many of the direct and indirect impacts discussed
in that section that could affect the sensitive specieslisted
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in Appendix F of the FEIS, including direct crushing of
individual animals, habitat modification through vegeta-
tion and soil disturbance, abandonment of disturbed areas
in favor of undisturbed sites, behavioral alterations affect-
ing mating, feeding and predator avoidance, and nest aban-
donment, would be reduced.

Impacts from vehicles can be direct as aresult of collision
or crushing of individual animals, however, with small
mammals most impacts are related to the impacts on veg-
etation and barriers created by trails and roads. Habitat
fragmentation reduces effective habitat for particular spe-
cies. Generaly, themoreimportant the habitat typeandthe
smaller the homerange of the species, the greater the effect
of fragmentation. Fragmentation of habitat from OHV use
would occur as a result of long-term and repeated use
resulting in the creation of a road or trail system in the
particular habitat. Thissituation hasbeen documented at a
number of localities, often the result of hunters and the
hunting season. Under the Preferred Alternative, fragmen-
tation from motorized wheel ed cross-country travel or from
user-created roads and trails would be reduced.

Physiological effectsonwildlifefrom human disturbances,
including fromvehicles, havebeenwell documented. Most
studiesof these effects have been on ungulates such asdeer
and elk, prey species for T& E carnivores such as gray
wolves. The casua observer who visits abig game winter
range and watches the deer and elk may observe little
disturbance exhibited by the animals. But that observer is
unaware of the actual physiological stress the animal is
experiencing and how that contributesto the animal’ s cost
of living. V ehicular harassment on winter range, important
summer range or other special habitat features can be
governed by road placement. Animalscanleavetheareaif
the harassment is too severe or, possibly, adapt to it if the
harassment has become frequent, both of which have nega-
tive consequences. However, motorized wheeled cross-
country travel, which is less patterned and less expected,
may be more relatively disruptive. Off-road areas now
opento travel would berestricted by the Preferred Alterna-
tive and these impacts would be minimized.

One of the greatest indirect impacts from vehiclesin Mon-
tana, both on and off roads, has been the spread of noxious
weeds in wildlife habitats. Weed establishment has re-
duced the quality and quantity of wildlifeforage over large
areas. Weeds spread by OHV'’s are particularly hard to
control asthey are spread at random over large areas, and
not just along aroadway. The Preferred Alternativewould
restrict motorized wheel ed cross-country travel and would
minimize the spread of weeds and loss of wildlife habitat.

Agenciescurrently havetheauthority toimmediately close
any area, road or trail where off-road vehicles are causing
orwill causeconsiderabl eadverseeffectsupon soil, vegeta-



tion, wildlife, wildlife habitat, cultural resources, threat-
ened or endangered species, or other resources (43 CFR
8341.2 and 8364.1 and 36 CFR 295.2 and 295.5). T&E
habitats and riparian/wetland areas are priority areas for
protection.

Insects

American Burying Beetle: This endangered species is
very rareand listed only for the South Dakotaportion of the
project area. Within South Dakotaitisonly knowntooccur
in Gregory and Tripp Counties of which BLM has 172 and
160 surface acres, respectively. There is no documented
occurrence of the species on federal land in South Dakota
andthelikelihood that it would occur onfederal landislow.

Suitable habitat for the beetle is any site with significant
humus or topsoil for burying carrion (USFWS 1995). The
Preferred Alternative would restrict or limit wheeled mo-
torized travel to existing trails and roads, which would be
lacking these habitat conditions. Therefore, the Preferred
Alternative should eliminate any chance of effects to the
species from motorized wheeled cross-country travel.

Effects of the Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative would have No Effect to the
American burying beetle.

Animals- Birds

Whooping Crane: Thisendangered species has not been
documented on federal landsin Montana, North Dakota or
South Dakota. Migrations pass over this area, but there
have been no documented nesting, roosting, or foraging on
BLM or NFSlands.

Bald Eagle: Thisthreatened speciesisamigrant in North
Dakota and South Dakota but occurs year-round in Mon-
tanaand hasmadesignificant gainsin breeding numbers. In
1978, only 12 breeding pairs were known in Montana
(Servheen 1978). Spring countsin 1998 totaled 248 nests,
whichexceedsrecovery goals(D. Flath, pers.comm. 1999).
In July of 1999 the FWS issued proposed ruleto delist the
bald eagle.

In Montana, bald eagles use riparian and wetland habitats
during breeding season and chooseold, largediameter trees
for nesting (Montana Bald Eagle Working Group 1994).
Onthewest sideof thecontinental divide, wheremost of the
nests are located, no evidence has surfaced that indicates
disturbance from OHV travel is having asignificant effect
on eagles (M. Hillis, pers. comm. 1999).
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The current condition is apparently providing suitable
conditions for the recovery of the species, as evidenced by
the proposed rule to delist the species. Specific bald eagle
management direction to promote recovery is provided in
the July 1994 Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan.
Specific direction is provided to eliminate potential threat
to nesting bald eagles through the use of nest site manage-
ment zones. These zones have various levels of restricted
use. Agenciesarerequired to follow T& E species Recov-
ery Plans and Conservation Strategies.

The Preferred Alternative, which restricts or limits motor-
ized wheeled cross-country travel, would reduce potential
direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to the species by
eliminating use in the nest site management zones. If user-
created routesin these zonesexist or arediscovered, the FS
and BLM wouldtakeactionsto comply withtheBald Eagle
Management Plan. Althoughthedirect andindirect effects
from motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be
minimized by the Preferred Alternative, theremay besome
insignificant or discountabl eeffectsassociated with contin-
ued motorized wheeled cross-country travel as allowed
under the exceptions. In addition, there could be some
positive effects by reducing potentia disturbance and/or
displacement of nesting or roosting eagles.

Piping Plover: This threatened species breeds along the
Atlantic coast from southern Canada to North Caroling;
alongmajor riversand wetlandsinthenorthern Great Plains
from Saskatchewan and Manitoba through Nebraska; and
along portions of the western Great Lakes. On rivers,
ploversprimarily nest on sand beaches, flats, pebblebeaches,
and drained floodplains. In Montana, nesting habitat is
primarily unvegetated sand-pebble beaches or islands. In
North Dakota, they have aso been documented on saline
wetlands. Both habitats occur on BLM lands.

Onepiping plover nest hasbeen documentedinMontanaon
al6-acreparcel of BLM landinthe MilesCity Field Office
area, which has been designated an Area of Critical Envi-
ronmental Concern for the piping plover. There are no
known occurrenceson NFSor BLM landsin North Dakota
and South Dakota, and the amount of habitat on NFS and
BLM land islimited.

Habitat loss and degradation due to coastal devel opment,
recreation, navigation, dredging, and shoreline stabiliza-
tion and repl enishment projects have been major contribu-
tors to this species’ decline. On rivers, widespread im-
poundment throughout the Great Plains has had negative
effects from the curtailment of scouring of sandbars and
limiting formation of new sandbars.

Existing threats associated with motorized wheeled cross-
country travel have not been documented in the analysis
area.



Mountain Plover: Thisspeciesisproposedto belisted as
threatened. Mountain plovers would most likely occur on
the shortgrass prairie of eastern Montana. Knowles and
Knowles (2000) summarized their survey of mountain
ploversfrom 1991-1999for M ontanaeast of thecontinental
divide. Mountain ploverswerefound at ninedistinct areas.
They were closely associated with sites characterized by
slopes under 5%, vegetative height under 6 cm, and greater
than half the soil surface being bare ground, lichen and/or
club moss. Often they are associated with prairie dog
colonies.

Least Tern: Favorite nesting sites for this endangered
species include bare ground (recent alluvium) on islands.
One idand in the Y ellowstone River, adjacent to public
land, contains a colony of nesting least terns. None are
known to occur on BLM or NFSlandsinthe analysisarea.
During spring and fall migrations|east ternsmay use stock
water reservoirs.

Effects of the Preferred Alternative

Thedirect, indirect, and cumul ative effects associated with
motorized wheeled cross-country travel would vary by
species. Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would be
restricted or eliminated with the possible exception of
administrativeand permitted usesthat may continue. These
useswould be administered to avoid T& E habitat but could
still resultininsignificant or discountabl eeffectstothebald
eagle, piping plover and mountain plover. Any routes
found or created would be managed in accordance with the
Bald Eagle Management Plan. Therefore, the preferred
aternative May Affect but Is Not Likely to Adversely
Affect the bald eagle, piping plover and mountain plover.
Under thecurrent statusof Proposed Threatened, theFSand
BLM find that the Preferred Alternative |s Not Likely to
Jeopardize the Continued Existence of the mountain
plover. If listed, the Preferred Alternative M ay Affect but
IsNot Likely to Adver sely Affect the mountain plover.

Due to the lack of presence in areas of OHV use, there
would be No Effect to the least tern or whooping crane.

Animals- Mammals

Black-Footed Ferrets: The black-footed ferret is one of
the most imperiled mammalsin theworld and certainly the
most endangered mammal in North America. The last
known wild population of black-footed ferretswas discov-
ered near Meeteetse, Wyoming in 1981. By 1987 the last
known black-footed ferrets were removed from the wild
and placed in acaptive breeding program. 1n 1994, ferrets
werereintroduced ontothe UL Bend/C.M. Russell National
Wildlife Refuge in Montana under a nonessential experi-
mental population designation. Releases have occurred
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annualy on the C.M. Russell National Wildlife Refuge.
According to the FWS, 41 ferrets were counted on the
C.M.R. during thefall of 1998 (R. Matchette, pers. comm.
1999). In 1997, ferrets were first released on the Fort
Belknap Indian ReservationinMontanaandin 2000, black-
footed ferrets were first released on the Cheyenne River
Sioux Reservation in South Dakota.

Prairie dog colonies are considered key to the survival and
recovery of the endangered black-footed ferret. Burrows
provide shelter and the prairie dog itself is food for the
ferret. Large prairie dog coloniesor complexesare needed
forferret survival, andthisisthereason PhillipsCounty was
chosen as Montana's reintroduction area. 1n 1992, adis-
ease, believed to be sylvatic plague, erupted in the Phillips
County area and by 1996, as much as 80 percent of the
prairie dog population had been lost. In the past, these
prairiedogtownsin PhillipsCounty havebeenanimportant
area to sport shooters. In 1999, because of declines in
prairie dogs numbers as a result of disease, BLM issued a
shooting closure on prairie dog townsin portions of south-
ern Phillips County.

Although no black-footed ferrets have been released or are
known to occur on BLM or NFSlandsinthe analysisarea,
BLM landsarein closeproximity to occupied habitat onthe
Fort Belknap ReservationandtheUL Bend areaof theC.M.
Russell National Wildlife Refuge. Inaddition, BLM lands
inPhillipsCounty arestill very high priority for reintroduc-
tion to aid in the recovery of this species.

Gray Wolf: Therecovery planfor thisendangered species
discussed three areas for wolf recovery, including the
Central |daho Recovery Area, the Northwest Montana
Recovery Areg, andtheY ellowstoneRecovery Area(USDI
1987). The goal for delisting was to establish 10 or more
packs in each of these three areas. Increasesin gray wolf
numbers, expansion of the species’ occupied range, and
progresstoward achieving thereclassificationand delisting
criteriaof several approved gray wolf recovery plans have
led to a proposed downlisting of this species throughout
most of its range, including Montana, North Dakota and
South Dakota.

Wolves first expanded down from Canada in northwest
Montana and have continued expansion ever since. Re-
cently, successful releasesin 'Y ellowstone Park and Central
Idaho advanced the process. Key components of wolf
habitat include sufficient year-round big game prey base
and secluded denning and rendezvous sites with minimal
exposure to humans. Riparian and wetland sites are espe-
cially important for rendezvous sites, which are specific
resting and gathering areasfor the packs after thewhel ping
den has been abandoned. Beaver provide an important
alternate prey in these areas during ice-free times (USDI
1987).



The Preferred Alternative would lessen the direct and
indirect effects associated with motorized wheeled cross-
country travel; however, Motorized wheel ed cross-country
travel could still be allowed under special exceptions.
These exceptions include motorized wheeled cross-coun-
try travel for: any military, fire, search and rescue, or law
enforcement vehicle used for emergency purposes; dis-
abled access per the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; BLM and
FS administrative purposes; travel for lessees and permit-
tees limited to the administration of a federal lease or
permit; and persona use permits, such as firewood and
Christmastree cutting, which could be allowed at thelocal
level (BLM field office or FS ranger district) in specific
areas identified for such use.

Grizzly Bear: The greatest numbers of grizzly bears
currently occur in Alaska and Canadian provinces. Inthe
lower 48 states this threatened species occurs in smaller,
fragmented populations and the FWS recognizes five re-
covery areas. TheNorthern Continental Divide Ecosystem
of western Montana, the'Y ellowstone Ecosystemincluding
southwestern Montana, portions of Wyoming, and ldaho
(essentialy centered in Y ellowstone Nationa Park), the
Selkirk-Cabinet-Yaak ecosystem, the North Cascades of
Washington, and the Selway-Bitterroot ecosystem of Mon-
tana and ldaho. A recent proposal has been made to
reintroduce grizzly bearsin the Selway-Bitterroot.

Although habitat use and food habits differ among thefour
currently occupied recovery areas (Joslin and Y oumans
1999) grizzlies are opportunistic and omnivorous and will
feed on animal or vegetable matter. Herbaceousplantsare
utilized, as are ground squirrels, carrion, garbage, ungu-
lates, roots, fruits, berries, tubers, fungi, pinenuts, and even
tree cambium. Bears occasionally prey on livestock and
also are attracted to bone yards and dead livestock. Many
bear foods, both animal and vegetable, occur inriparianand
wetland areas, with some of the berry-producing shrubs
occurring in the uplands.

Den sites are generaly at high elevation, on northerly
aspects, and most often within subalpine forest and non-
forest areas (Joslinand Y oumans 1999). Den siteselection
in the northern Swan Mountains of Montanawas found to
be similar for all age and sex classes (Mace and Waller
1997). Females were found, on average, to enter dens
earlier and leave later.

Breeding season for grizzly bearsin the lower 48 statesis
from late May through mid-July (FWS 1993). Females
vary in age from 4.5 to 9.5 years for their first litter and
generally have 2 cubs with a breeding interval of 3 years
(IGBC 1987). The FWS (1993) reported grizzly bearsto
have one of the lowest reproductive rates among terrestrial
mammals.
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Largeareasof relatively undisturbed land withfood, cover,
denning habitat, solitude, and space are important for
effective grizzly bear habitat (Interagency Grizzly Bear
Committee 1987, Craighead et a. 1982). Recreational
activity may diminish the value of habitat for grizzly bears
through modification or displacement (Joslinand Y oumans
1999). The Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USDI 1993)
identifies human depredation, competitive use of habitat,
and livestock grazing as sources of conflict.

As human populations have grown within and adjacent to
grizzly bear areasduring the past 20 years, recreational use
of public land in grizzly bear habitat has aso increased.
Substantial improvementsto OHV' s, including ease of use,
reliability, and affordability to a larger segment of the
population, have all contributed to the increased use.

Numerous studies have shown that grizzly bears are nega
tively affected by increased road density or increased use of
roadswithinabear’ shomerange. Manley and Mace(1992)
reported that bear use was significantly |ess than expected
where open road density was>1 mi./mile squared or where
total road density was>2mi./milesquared. Further analysis
by Maceet al. (1996) showed that changesin habitat usedue
to roads differed by season and among individua bears.
Certainindividua shad ahigher tolerancefor road densities
but the probability of occurrence generally decreased as
road density increased. Within a 0.5 km buffer around
roads, most bears avoided roads with use exceeding 10
vehicles per day.

Although no evidenceis available to document the effects
from off-road/trail vehicletravel, itislogical to assumethat
vehicle activity, whether on or off-road, would negatively
affect grizzly bears. There should be no negative impacts
fromthe Preferred Alternative, sinceitistolimit or restrict
Motorized wheeled cross-country travel with the possible
exception of administrative and permitted uses.

The analysis of effects to grizzly bear habitat includes an
assessment of impactsto core(secure) areas. Coreareasare
partially defined by the lack of open roads. Roads may be
present inthecoreareabut they are closed to vehicletraffic.
With the addition of this proposed action (Preferred Alter-
native), motorized vehicletravel would not be permittedin
the core areas with the possible exception of very limited
administrative use.

Further, road and trail access is managed to conserve
grizzly bear habitat outside the core areas. Open and total
route densities are limited in these areas to protect grizzly
bears. The preferred aternative would restrict all cross-
country motorized use to existing roads and trails which
will reduce off-road/trail disturbanceto grizzly bears. Ac-
cording to IGBC guidance (IGBC 1994, 1998) all roads or



trails receiving motorized use should be counted in open
motorized routedensities. Therefore, if user-created routes
outside coreareasexist or arediscovered, theFSand BLM
would take actions to make such routes inaccessible to
motorized use or the routes would be included in access
density calculations and thereby subject to appropriate
access limitations.

Effects from the Preferred Alternative are not likely to
adversely affect the grizzly bear and, in fact, would likely
be positive/beneficial as M otorized wheeled cross-country
travel would be prohibited or restricted, further protecting
grizzly bear habitat from human disturbance.

Canada Lynx: The Canada lynx was recently (July 24,
2000 final rule) listed asthreatened. Lynx occur primarily
in the boreal, sub-boreal, and western montane forests of
North America. In Montana, the western montane forests
include spruce/fir, Douglas-fir, and fir-heml ock vegetation
types dominated by lodgepole pine, Engelmann spruce,
subalpine fir, aspen, and whitebark pine at 1,400-2,700
meters. Snowshoe hares are the primary prey of lynx,
athough diet can be more varied in the summer than the
winter. Fire mosaics contribute to snowshoe hare abun-
dance. Recent studiesindicatethat lynx show no preference
or avoidance of unpaved forest roads, and that road density
does not appear to affect lynx habitat selection (McKelvey
et a. 2000). Effectsfrom use by OHV’s during the non-
winter period when snow isnot present areinsignificant or
discountable and probably havevery little, if any, effect on
lynx.

Effects of the Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, motorized wheeled cross-
country travel would be restricted or eliminated with the
possible exception of administrative and permitted uses
that may continue. These uses would be administered to
avoid T&E species and their habitat and May Affect but
Are Not Likely to Adversely Affect the black-footed
ferret, gray wolf, grizzly bear, or Canada lynx within the
analysis area.

These threatened and endangered mammals within the
analysis area may continue to be impacted by the limited
cross-country OHV use, although the likelihood for direct
or indirect effectsto occur is so unlikely asto be insignifi-
cant or discountable. Cumulative effects from this Pre-
ferred Alternative, when considered with other known or
foreseeable future projects likely to be implemented by
private, local, state, or tribal administration, would also be
insignificant or discountable and not likely to adversely
affect these species.

240

Effects on Plants

Introduction

Introduction and establishment of weeds can displace na
tive speciesand plant communities, which resultsin loss of
species diversity and a change in the structure of the plant
community (Tyser and Key 1988, Tyser 1992, Riceet. al.
1997). Motorized wheeled cross-country travel is one
cause of noxious weed spread. A direct effect to plantsis
the crushing of individuals or disturbance of populations;
however, the amount of area of native plant community
directly affected by motorized wheeled cross-country travel
is quite small considering the whole analysis area and
cannot be measured at the scale of this analysis.

This proposal is programmatic in nature; therefore, the
discussion of effectswill be general and qualitative rather
than quantitative.

Water Howellia: Thisthreatened plant species occurs as
a submerged or floating annual associated with lakes and
ponds. The surrounding upland vegetation is typicaly a
denseconifer forest. Most of the 106 occurrenceson record
in Montana are on the Flathead National Forest, al in the
Swan Valley (Lakeand MissoulaCounties). Someof these
sites occur in limited access grizzly corridor zones behind
locked gateswhere useisrestricted by number of visits per
week. The habitat of this plant is not conducive to OHV
traffic, and no impacts from motorized wheeled cross-
country travel are known or anticipated to occur.

Ute Ladies Tresses. None of the 11 occurrences in
Montana of this threatened plant species are on BLM or
NFSlands, although the Butte Field Officewasinvolvedin
an interagency wetland project at one site that has been
opened to hunting and other nonmotorized public use and
wasidentified at onetime asapossibleland exchange. The
habitat for this species includes meandered wetlands and
swales in broad, open valleys at margins with calcareous
carbonate accumulation. The occurrences are in a four-
county area of the Jefferson River and confluent lower
reaches of the Beaverhead, Gallatin, Madison and Ruby
Rivers. Most Montana occurrences are on private land; a
few are on State lands. Surveys for this species were
conducted to delimit the range of distribution in Montana,
includingthemost likely BLM and NFSlands. Thisspecies
was not found on NFS or BLM lands (B. Heidel, pers.
comm. 2000); therefore, the likelihood that this species
occurson BLM or NFS lands is low and no impacts from
motorized wheeled cross-country travel are known or an-
ticipated to occur.

Western PrairieFringed Or chid: Therearethreeremain-
ing largepopul ationsof thisthreatened species. Oneoccurs
within the analysis area on the Sheyenne National Grass-



land. This species is associated with sedge meadows,
primarily within the tallgrass prairie. It occurs in the
sandhills habitat association on the Sheyenne National
Grassland. Acrossitsrange, the speciesisgenerally found
in fire and grazing adapted grassland communities, most
often on unplowed cal careous prairiesand sedge meadows.
It has al so been documented in successional plant commu-
nities on disturbed sites. (USDA 1999).

Maintenance of functional, dynamictallgrassprairieiskey
to survival of the species. Disturbances such as fire,
flooding, and grazing occurred historically and may be
important for orchid regeneration. Precipitation and flood-
ing events on the Sheyenne National Grassland influence
extinctionsandrecovery of local orchid populations. (USDA
1999).

The following mitigation measures for the western prairie
fringed orchid would apply:

1. Motorizedwheeled cross-country travel for FSofficial
administrativebusinesswould not beallowedinknown
western prairiefringed orchid habitat on the Sheyenne
National Grassland in eastern North Dakota without
prior approval so as to eliminate impacts to occupied
habitat.

2. Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees
and permittees to administer federal leases or permits
would not beallowed inknownwestern prairiefringed
orchid habitat on the Sheyenne National Grassland in
eastern North Dakota without prior approval so asto
eliminate impacts to occupied habitat.

Spalding’s Catchfly: Currently proposed as threatened,
thisspeciesisknown from atotal of 52 populationsdistrib-
uted across Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, and
British Columbia. The habitat is primarily restricted to
moi st grasslands that make up the Palouse region in south-
eastern Washington, northwestern Montana and adjacent
portions of British Columbia, Idaho and Oregon. Large-
scale ecological changesinthe Palouse region over the past
severa decades, including agricultural conversion, changes
infirefrequency, and aterationsof hydrol ogy haveresulted
inthedeclineof Spalding’ sCatchfly. Morethan 98 percent
of the original Palouse prairie habitat has been lost or
modified by agricultural conversion, grazing, invasion of
nonnative species, altered fire regimes, and urbanization.
In northwest Montana, thisopen grassland habitat is one of
the few habitats conducive to motorized wheeled cross-
country travel.

Withinthe analysis area, none of the known populations of
Spalding’ scatchfly occur onNFSor BLM lands. However,
potential habitat existson the Kootenai, Flathead, and Lolo
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National Forests. One of the largest populations occursin
Eureka, Montanain close proximity to NFS lands. Other
populations in Montana also occur near federa lands;
therefore, the probability that this speciesoccurson federal
lands is moderate. Future surveys of potential habitat on
NFSand BLM landswill be needed to determinethe extent
of this species.

Some past surveysfor this species have been conducted on
theK ootenai and Flathead National Forestswithout detect-
ing the species. On the Flathead National Forest, small
isolated suitable habitats exist along the North Fork of the
Flathead River flood plain from the Canadian border to
Polebridge; in very small, isolated grasslands in the Swan
Valley; andinlarger openfescuebunch grassprariesinthe
South Fork Flathead and Danaher Creek drainages within
the Bob Marshall Wilderness. These habitats do not com-
prisemorethan 1% of theland base of the Flathead National
Forest and most have been surveyed for this species (M.
Mantas, per. comm. 2000). On the Kootenai National
Forest, potential habitat existsin the Tobacco Valley area
around Eureka, Montana where one of the largest known
populations occurs. Some of the grazing allotments with
suitablehabitat havebeen surveyedfor thisspecies, without
detecting any populations.

Effects of the Preferred Alternative

Potential habitat for the Spalding’ scatchfly existsand may
continue to be impacted by OHV use. Under the current
status as Proposed Threatened we find that the Preferred
Alternative Is Not Likely to Jeopardize the Continued
Existence of the Species. With motorized wheeled cross-
country travel restricted under the Preferred Alternative,
thelikelihoodfor direct orindirect effectsto occur issolow,
asto be insignificant or discountable and therefore, if the
Spalding’ s catchfly isfederally listed, the Preferred Alter-
native M ay Affect but IsNot Likely to Adversely Affect
the species.

There would be No Effect to water howellia due to the
habitat of thisplant not being conduciveto OHV traffic, and
that no impacts from motorized wheeled cross-country
travel are known or anticipated to occur. There would be
No Effect toUteladies’ tresses, asthisspeciesisnot known
to occur on NFS or BLM lands within Montana, although
surveysof themost likely federal landswere conducted for
this speciesto delimit its range of distribution (B. Hiedel,
pers. comm. 2000).

The direct and indirect effects associated with motorized
wheeled cross-country travel would be substantialy re-
duced by implementation of the Preferred Alternative.
Motorized wheeled cross-country travel would not be al-
lowed in known western prairie fringed orchid habitat on



the Sheyenne National Grassland in eastern North Dakota
without prior approval. This mitigation measure would
apply to FSofficia administrative business, administration
of federal leases or permitsby lesseesand permitteesandis
written into the Preferred Alternative to be incorporated
into the decision. With this mitigation there would be No
Effect to western prairie fringed orchid.

Summary of Effectsto Species

NO EFFECT

Least tern (erna antillarum), endangered

Whooping crane (Grus americana), endangered

Pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhvnchus albus), endangered

White sturgeon (Acipenser transmontanus), endan-
gered

American burying beetle (Nicrophorus americanus),
endangered

Water howellia (Howellia aquatilis), threatened

Ute ladies’ tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis), threatened

Westernprairiefringed orchid (Platantherapraeclara),
threatened

MAY AFFECT - NOT LIKELY TO ADVERSELY
AFFECT

Black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes), endangered

Gray wolf (Canis lupus), endangered

Bald eagle (Haliaestus | eucocephalus), threatened

Piping plover (Charadrius melodus), threatened

Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), threatened

Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis), threatened

Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus), threatened

Mountain plover (Charadrius montanus), proposed as
threatened (this determination would be made if
the fina rule is to list the Mountain plover as
threatened)

Spalding's catchfly (Slene spaldingii), proposed as
threatened (this determination would be made if
the final rule is to list Spalding’s catchfly as
threatened)

NOT LIKELY TO JEOPARDIZE THE
CONTINUED EXISTENCE
Mountain plover (Charadrius montanus), proposed as
threatened
Spalding's catchfly (Slene spaldingii), proposed as
threatened
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Biological Assessment - Information prepared by the ac-
tion agency to determinewhether aproposed actionislikely
to adversely affect listed species or designated critical
habitat.

Consult - Asrequired under Section 7(a)(2) of the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973, as amended.

Cumulative Effects(ESA) - Thoseeffectsof future Stateor
private activities, not involving Federal activities, that are
reasonably certain to occur within the action area of the
Federal action subject to consultation (50 CFR 402.02).
Thisdefinitionappliesonly tosection 7 analysesand should
not be confused with the broader use of this term in the
Nationa Environmental Policy Act or other environmental
laws.

Cumulative Effects (NEPA) - The effectsthat “ result from
spatia (geographic) and temporal (time) crowding of envi-
ronmental perturbations’ (Council of Environmental Qual-
ity, 1997). Itisrecognized that effects of human activities
will accumulate when asecond perturbation occursat asite
before the ecosystem can fully rebound from the effect of
the first perturbation. Cumulative effects can be either
positive or negative. Cumulative effects are analyzed,
therefore, by studying the incremental impact of an action
when added to other past, present, and reasonabl e foresee-
able future actions regardless of what agency (Federa or
non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.
Cumulative effects can result from individually minor but
collectively significant actionstaken place over aperiod of
time (40 CFR 1508.7).

Effects - Environmental consequences as a result of the
implementation of an action. Effectsmay be: direct, which
are caused by the action and occur at the same time and
place; indirect, which are caused by the action and arelater
intimeor farther removedin distance; or cumulative, which
results from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other actions (see cumulative effects).
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Endangered Species - Any species which isin danger of
extinction throughout al or a significant portion of its
range. [ESA Section 3(6)]

ESA - The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended,
16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.

May affect - The conclusion when aproposed action may
pose any effects on listed species or designated critical
habitat.

Mitigation - Actionsto avoid, minimize, reduce, eliminate,
replace, or rectify the impact of a management practice.

No effect - The appropriate conclusion when a proposed
action will not affect alisted species or designated critical
habitat.

Noxious weeds - A plant species designated by Federal or
State law as generally possessing one or more of the
following characteristics: aggressive and difficult to man-
age; parasitic; acarrier or host of seriousinsectsor disease;
or nonnative, new or not common to the United States.

Off-Highway Vehicles - Any motorized wheeled vehicle
designed for cross-country travel over any type of terrain.

Preferred Alternative - Theagency’ spreferred aternative,
one or more, that isidentified in the impact statement (40
CFR 1502.14).

Proposed species - Any species of fish, wildlife, or plant
that is proposed in the Federal Register to be listed under
Section 4 of the ESA.

Threatened species- Any specieswhichislikely tobecome
anendangered speci eswithintheforeseeabl efuturethrough-
out all or asignificant portion of its range.

Viable population - A fish, wildlife or plant population of
sufficient sizeto maintainitsexistence over timein spite of
normal fluctuationsin population levels.



